Ford, Chair
Akers, Vice Chair
Ellinger

Kay

Lawless

Stinnett
Scutchfield
Myers

Beard

Lane

AGENDA
Social Services & Community Development
Committee
November 19, 2013
11:00 A.M.

1. 9.24.13 Committee Summary (1-3)

2. introduction of Mr. Maicolm Ratchford, Executive Director  (4-20)
Community Action Council

3. Childcare Assistance Reductions - Ford (21-31)

4. Social Services Needs Assessment — Gorton (32-60)
For Information Only

5. Manchester Bidwell Replication Project

6. ltems Referred to Committee {61}

“The social services and community development committee, to which shall be referred matters
relating to the department of social services and its divisions, and any related pariner agencies
and the division of community development, related partner agencies, and other matters
relating fo community development and ecohomic development”

Council Rules & Procedures, Section 2.102 {1)

2013 Meeting Schedule (all other meetings at 11:00 AM)
June 18 September 24 November 19
August 27 October 22 December 10




Social Services & Community Development Committee
September 24, 2013 Summary & Motions

Ford calied the meeting to order at 1:00 PM. All members were present except Kay and
Akers

8.27.13 Conumiliee Summary

On a motion by Ellinger, second Beard, the summary of the 8.27.13 Social Services &
Community Development Committee meeting was approved unanimously.

Division of Grants & Special Programs Update and HUD Funding Status

Director Gooding provided an update on the Division of Grants & Special Programs. She
also discussed HUD funding. She stated that for FY 14 she anficipated funding cuts to
the major HUD programs including the Community Development Block Grant program,
HOME funds, Emergency Shelter and other homelessness programs, and the Choice
Neighborhoods efforts.

Stinnett asked about the Section 108 grant to support the 21c project. In response
Gooding stated that the application has not yet been submitted because the developer is
amending the request slightly. She stated that the application will be for $ 6 million
leaving about $ 2 million for other projects.

In response to a question from Beard Gooding stated that EPA funds most Brownfield
eflorts.

In response to a question from Myers Gooding did not think a reduction in HUD funding
would impact the Section 108 grant to 21¢.

Fotd asked about the functions of the Division. lu response Gooding stated that the
Division prepares and submits the Consolidated Plan. In addition the monitor funds

Going to both LFUCG and to partner agency’s and ensure regulatory requirements are
met.

Gooding also stated that the Division oversees most LFUCG grants and provides
financial and regulatory oversight over the grantsmanship aspects of LEUCG.

In response to a question from Ford, Gooding stated that overall federal assistance for
community development and social capital has diminished over time.

Office of Multi-Cultural Affairs Update

Isabel Taylor provided the update. She stated that the number of foreign languages
spoken in Fayette County has dramatically increased over the past several years.



Taylor also stated that the number of students taking English I.earning classes has
increased by 194% since 2005. She stated that 15.4% of Lexington speaks a language

other than English as their primary language according te the American Community
Survey.

Taylor stated that the immigration population is growing in Fayetie County because of
several factors including the University of Kentucky and other area colieges and
universities. She also stated that aggressive international trade has increased the foreign
born population. Taylor stated that Kentucky is the fastest growing immigrant population
percentage wise according to the American Community Survey.

Taylor stated that immigrants have the highest new business growth rate in the US;
provide a higher tax base; high employment rate; higher international trade opportunities;
higher educational opportunities; and provide for greater cultural diversity.

Taylor stated that there is still a lack of infrastructure for the immigration population n

Lexington inctuding a lack of interpreters and community resources geared toward the
immigrant population.

Lane asked about the cost of English language training. In response Taylor stated that the
cost ranges from free to several thousand dollars. Lane suggested combing learning
resources to offer the training on a more wide spread basis.

Beard discussed the undocumented immigrant population.

Scutchfield discussed the temporal nature of the immigration population in Fayette
County.

Ford discussed the need for more multi-cultural rescores for Fayette County.

Workforce Investment and Development

Ford background and a brief history about the item in committec. He stated that he was
concerned that at least 1 census tract in Fayette County had a un employment rate ot over
20%. He also discussed the high poverty ratc and low income rates in several Census
tracts throughout Fayette County.

Ford made a motion. second Lawless to investigate Lexington-Hayette County breaking
awayv from the Blueerass Workiforce Investment Board to creale a workforce investment
Board for Favette County.

Ford stated that this would allow Lexington-Fayctte County more local governance over
workforce training and investment in ayette County.

'Lane stated that there was not enough information to support the motion at this time.



Scutchficld agreed with Lane that before she could support the motion she needed more
information.

Ford withdrew the motion and agreed to bring more data and information to support the
motion at the nest meeting. He stated that he was only requesting that Council

investigate that option.

Myers suggested that the Bluegrass Workforce Investment Board be invited back to the
Committee to discuss Fayette County concerns and workforce training needs.

The meeting adjourned at 2:15 PML

FAS9.26.13
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Lister1 Livé»  Rock & Roots Al . 00 AlrSe
Rook & Roots
Wir Aveid Brothers fekele on :
Rock & Roots.
Local/Regional News .07 PR OTUE JULY 23,2013

Community Action Council Hires Successor
To Jack Burch

By ALAN LYTLE (PEGRIEALANLYTLE

LEXINGTON, Ky. -- Community Action Counecil has a new Executive Director,
Malcolm Ratchford is the agency’s former manager for neighborhcod and community
services. He has more than 16 vears of community aciion agency experience, 12 on the
managerial side. Ratchiord succeeds fong-tirne Executive Director Jack Burch who
retirad from the post last month,

“[ appreciate the legaey and the
foundation that Jack has built. 1was
tremendous and T was a part of that while
we were here so { really respect the
leadership and he was a mentor o me,”
Ratchford fold WUKY. "But!i do know
that my vision ig g tittle bit differeni, in
terms of more innovation, but I definttely

understand the legacy and foundation

and this place wouldn’t be what i is today niarg
s  (hito:fimedisd bubichroadeasting. neliniwiky!iles201307MaloolmBRatehfordCAC. JPG)
It it were not for Jack so [ deimiely ;

15 e

understand that and want to continue the
excellence that he's created but also posh
us forward.”

htip://wuky .org/post/community-action-council-hires-successor-jack-burch 11112013
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Ratchford says his overarching goal is 1o improve on the methods the CAL uses to
inforin stakeholders and the communily of suecessful anti-poverty programs,

“We do reporting and outcome reporting but we can’t actually show did we really
change the poverty level for a family? When vou lock at that data all youll see is a
bunch of stories in terms of we got 20 people GED’s. Well, if the GED’s didn't help the
person get employment then their economic security level never changed. and we can

actually capture that by just following folks that we interact with on a daily basis.”

Ratchiord will oversee an agency of 275 employees, more than 600 volunteers and an
annual budget of 25-million dollars.

TAGS: Commupity Action Council Glermveomnumineactioncouncily  Malcolm Ratchtord

(renn/maleperatchiond. MNew Executive Director flerm/mew-executive-dirgstor

hitp:/fwuky.org/post/community-action-council-hires-successor-jack-burch 11/11/2013
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RESQLUTION NO. _ 31 -2013

A RESOLUTION URGING THE COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY TO CLARIFY
AND RECONSIDER ITS DECISION TO CUT CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE AND
REQUESTING THAT THE KENTUCKY GENERAL ASSEMBLY TAKE APPROPRIATE
MEASURES TO ELIMINATE OR REDUCE THE IMPACT THIS DECISION WILL HAVE

ON IMPACTED FAMILIES, AND HEREBY NOTIFYNG THE APPROPRIATE
OFFICIALS.

WHEREAS, it was announced on January 30, 2013 that the Commonwealih of
Kentucky's Cabinet for Health and Family Services will cut child care assisiance to low
income families and will pay no new subsidies to relatives raising abused or neglected
children beginning in April 2013; and

WHEREAS thase cuts will reduce this funding by tens of millions of dellars and
impact an estimated existing 8,700 families and 20,000 childten and other future
applicanis will be denied this funding; and

WHEREAS these benefits allow the family members o waork and/or attain higher
education and these funding reductions could result in primary care givers leaving the
waork force in order to provide child care; and

WHEREAS, the elimination of these benefits to those raising abused or
neglected children will increase the likelihcod that some of the children bensfitting from
this assistance will end up in foster care, which has additicnal cost ramifications to

"taxpayers; and

WHEREAS, there is some likelihcod that the ultimate cost to taxpayers and
society will be greater than the savings achieved through the proposed cuts due to the
potential costs of job loss, increase need for foster care, loss of opportunity to attain
higher education and the increased burden the program participants will place on
various public and private community assistance programs; and

WHEREAS, many of the children that will no longer b.e able io receive the
benefils of this assistance will be denied the opportunity to receive a quality sarly
education, which will have a significant long term negative economic and societal
impact on those children and the citizens of Kentucky and the advancement of the
Commonwealth's desired educational outcames: and

WHEREAS, {he exp.ected outcome of these reductions is inconsistent with

27



praviding opportunity for families te work toward financial and economic independence
and is contrary io the mission and objective of the Cabinet for Health and Family

Services and the values of the people of this great Commanwealth.

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE
LEXINGTON-FAYETTE URBAN COUNTY GOVERNMENT:

Section 1 — That the Preamble to ihis Resolution be and hereby is incorparated
by reference as if fully set out herein.

Section 2 - That the Cauncii of the Lexington-Fayette Urban Ceounty Government
hereby requests that the Commonwealth of Kentucky clarify and reconsider its decision
to cut child care assistance and more specifically address how the needs of those no
longer receiving or eligible to receive this assistance wifl be met and all of the impact
that these reductions are likely to have on the citizens of the Commonwealth of
Kentucky, and that the Kentucky General Assembly take appropriate measures fo
eliminate or reduce the impact this decision will have on impacted families.

Section 3 - That the Clerk of the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Council be and
hereby is directed to send a copy of this Resolution to Governor Steve Beshear, 700
Capitol Avenue, Suite 100, Frankfort, Kentucky 40801, Senate Presidant Robert
Stivers, 702 Capitol Avenue Annex Room 236, Frankfod, Kenltucky 40601;
Representative Greg Stumbo, House Speaker, Capitol, Room 309, Frankfort, Kentucky
40601; the following committee chairpersons at their respective legistative offices:
Representative Jimmie tee, as Chairperson of the House Budget Review
Subcommittee on Human Resources; Representative Ruth Ann Palumbo, as a Fayette
County Representative and as Chairperson of the House Committee on Economic
Development; Representative Tom Burch, as Chairpersan of the House Committee on
Health and VWelfare: Senator Alice Forgy Kerr, as Fayette County's Sepator and the
Chairperson of the Senate Committee on Economic Development, Tourism and Labor;
Senator Julie Denton, as Chairperson of the Senate Committee cn and Health and
Weifare: and the following additional Fayette County legislaters at their respective

legislative offices: Senator Tom Buford, Senator Julian M. Carroll, Senator Kathy W.

28



Stein, Representative Sannie Overly, Representative Jesse Crenshaw, Representative
Robert R. Damron, Representative Robert Benvenuti, Ul, Representative Kelly Flood,
Representative Ryan Quarles, Representative Stan Les, Representative Cart Rollins 11,
and Reprasentative Susan Westrom.

Section 4 - That this Resolution shall become effective on the date of iis
passage. |

PASSED URBAN COUNTY COUNCIL:  January 31, 2013

!%ie.{&_e--,;.

il.l‘ P § A
s

MAYOR

et

ATTEST:

CLERK OF URBAN COUNTY COUNCIL

XACaszestCOMI-LEQDQ NN EGMING R 7355.000
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Child-care cuts hurt Kentucky's future | Editorial | Kentucky.com Page 1 0l3

niucky.comnm

Maxt Story =

Five years on, show us the money
Herald-Leader BEditorial
ild-care cuts hurt Kentucky's 1

Published: Septermber 27, 2013

Facebook Twitter Google Plus Reddit E-mall Print

Business leaders understand they can't build a competitive work force uniess their workers have gaod

aptions for child care, which is why Lexrnark just dedicated g 25,500- %qua;‘@ oot Center for Children at s
Lexington headguarters,

At this week's ribbon cutting, Lexmark Chairman and GEC Paul Rooke said working parents are “intagral
ta Lexmark's success,” reports KyForward editor Judy Clabes.

What's true for businesses is also frue for siates, which is why the current dismantling of Kentucky's child-
care system will have disastious consequences, not just for children and famities but also for the slala's
2CONomy.

| awmakers heard last week that mora than 80 child-care centers have closed since the siate vegan
slashing subsidies in April.

The hest estimate from Kentucky Youih Advocates chief Terry Brooks was thal the siate has fost 87 ohild
oare ceniers. '

Some new centers have popped up but they are usually smaller and offer inferior care, he said.

Brooks astimated that as many as 25,000 children could be dropped from the subsidy program over the
next yaar.

| awmakers wers told that Kentucky ranks dead last among states in spending on child care assistance.

That last-place ranking has inplications not just for the welfare of children but alse for the gualily of the
state's work force. :

You could argue that businesses should pay their workers enough o care for their children or that ad
husinesses should do as Lexmark and provide ohild care. In a beiter world, you'd have a point,

in the real world, most businesses are too small and lack the resources of @ Lexmark. And many
Kentuckians ara working for wages that barely pay for food and shelter much less child care, w hich is not
cheap.

Many low-wage employers have been recruited to Kentucky with state tax breaks, and some of ther
nave trained workars who can no longer afford 1o keep their lobs because of the ¢hild care cuts.

A state policy that pushes trained workers out of work and onto welfere doesn't make 2 lot of sense.
Meither does putling young children in less-than-sgfe sttuations 20 thelr parents can work,

http:/www.kentucky .com/2013/09/27/2845772/child-carc-cuts-hurt-kys-future htm! 11/04/2013



Child-care cuts hurt Kentucky's future | Editorial | Kentucky.com Page 2 of 3
31

Kentucky was forced into this shortsighted policy by an $87 milion shortiall in the Community-Based
Services budget, which has suffered $59 million in state culs inrecent years.

The child-care cufs are a particularly brutal example of how the failure o reform the tax cade {0 gengrale
enough revenue is hurling Kentucky's economic competitiveness. But it iz just one of many such
examples,

Facehook Twitter Googls Plus Reddit E-mail Print
< Pravigsus Story

Court must reject demooracy for sale; MeGonnell seeks unlimited danations

Mext Story »

Five years on, show ug e monsy

Join The Conversation

Lexington Herald-Leader is pleased to provide this opporiunity to share inforrnation, experienceas and
observations about what's in the news, Sceme of the comiments may be reprinted elsewhere in the site or
in the newspapar. We ancourage lively, open debaie on the issuss of the day, anl sak that you vafrain

from profanity, hate spasch, personal coraments and remarks that are off point. Thank you for iaking the
fime to offer your thoughts.

Commenting FAGs | Terms of Service

Today's Clrculars

. B . ¥ s&f
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Manage newslellsr subsaripion
Tablels >
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Barriers to Self Sufficiency:

An Assessment of Social Service Needs in Fayette County, KY

A Report to the Social Services Committee of the Lexington-Fayette County
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Project Overview

This project represents the collaborative work of students from the College of Social Work and the
‘Martin School of Public Policy and Administration, both at the University of Kentucky.
Undergraduate, graduate, and PhD students took part in this project. Dr. Diane N. Loeffler (Social
Work) and Dr. Ginny Wilson (Martin School) supervised the students’ work during the 2012 and
2013 acaclemic years.

In an effort to better understand the basic social service needs of residents in the LFUCG service avea,
the research team contextualized the needs assessment by using an overarching question. The
question was: What are the barriers to self-sufficiency for residents of the LFUCG service area? By focusing
on barriers to self-sufficiency the team was able to work towards better understanding the resource
gaps that exist within the community and was able to provide data to LIFUCG that could help to create

a well-resourced community. We viewed self-sufficiency as it is discussed in Maslow’s Hierarchy of
Needs.

Maslow’s idea is quite simple. His theory is often presented as a pyramid — with four levels of
“deficiency” needs leading to self~esteem and self-actualization. The “deficiency” needs start with basic
human needs such as shelter, food, clothing. After these needs are met (and maintained) a person then
moves up the pyramid and looks to meet basic needs of safety, health and well-being, and financial
security. It is these two tiers of basic human needs that guide the assessment of social service needs.

The material presented within this report is designed to help policy makers, advocates, service
providers and citizens with a starting point for asking and answering complex questions related to the
provision of social services within our community.
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Project Timeline

Fall 2012: Process begins with 21 partner

dgeneyinterviews . Spring 2013: Partner Agency interviews yield information that

begins to shape the list of "barriers" for the research project. To

i urther understand barriers, 50 "Key Informant Interviews"

» X are conducted with a wide variety of stakeholders in
. the Social Service Delivery community

Summer 2013: Non-Profit social service
arganizations in FayetteCounty are surveyed
(online) to further understand and identify barriers
to self sufficiency.

Mapping and Existing Data used to better
understand LFUCG's needs & service delivery.

Fall 2013: Final Report to LFUCG
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Phase I: INITIAL INTERVIEWS AND INFOMRATION GATHERING

During the £all 2012 semester, Social Work graduate students worked with the 21 existing LFUCG
Social Service Partner Agencies to begin to understand the scope of need within the urban service area.
Existing partner agencies were chosen for these initial interviews because of their convenience and

because existing partaer agencies were thought of as being likely to share mformation with the student
interviewers.

Indeed, all 21 partner agencies (N = 100%) agreed to a face-to-face or phone interview with a team of
interviewers. The interview teams (generaily one student and one advisor/ mentor) used a semi-
structured interview guide to learn about the complexities of social service delivery and needs within
the community. Thirteen questions were asked during the interview. Students conducted interviews
with agency leaders, case managers, volunteers, and board members. Partner Agencies were able to
sclf-select the interview respondent. While many questions yielded answers as diverse as the agencies
funded, the questions related to service provision/gaps in service yielded some answers that could be
thernatically sorted and used for the next phase of the research. (A full list of questions asked may be
found in Appendix 1).

2012 Partner Agencies interviewed included:

o  Carnegie Center for Literacy and Learning

o  The Hope Center

o Movable Feast

o  Kentucky Refugee Minisiries

e  The Salvation Army

e  Maussion Lexmgion

o  Greenhouse 17 (Formerly Bluegrass Domestze Violence Program)
e Prevent Child Abuse Kentucky

e The Nest

e Sunflower Kuds

o  Nursing Home Ombudsman Agency -

o  Kentucky Pink Connection

o  Chrysalis House

o  Community Action Council

e  Urban League of Lexinglon Fayette County

@  Bluegrass Rape Crisis Center

o Arbor Youth Services (Formerly MASH Services of the Bluegrass)
@ Baby Health Service

o  Communily Action Partnership

o YMCA of Central Kentucky

s Bluggrass Technology Center
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From the initial 21 interviews, 7 different clusters of service gaps/needs were identified. The research
team identified key themes that emerged throughout the interviews and organized the data to atlow
for the development of narrative themes to emerge.

The following clusters emerged from these initial exploratory Interviews:

=

-

Housing and Shelter:
o With particular emphasts on housing for special populations such s the elderly, those in recovery,
et

o Included in this category was affordable housing (vental/ownership)
Jobs, Training, Education:
o Job tratuing programs for special populations,
o Access to educational services,
o Access to childcare that is congruent with work/education — in terms of lime of day as well as
coSt
Transportation:
o Access o public transportation,
o Population specific transportation,
Substance Abuse Services
Mental Health Care Services
Food Security
Basic Financial Need
o Access to emergency financial assistance
o Ability to accumulate wealth/assets
Services for Limited English Language Proficiency/non-native English speaking
groups/individuals
o While this need avea could, in many ways, be subsumed by the others identified in these initial
interviews, the sheer volume of mentions led the research team to conceptualize it as 1fs own
category of need.

There is, as indicated above, a great deal of overlap in these different need clusters. Based upon these
initial interviews, the team was able to move forward to the in-depth interviews with the Key
Stakeholders.
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Phase II: KEY STAREHOLDER INTERVIEWS

Key Stakeholders were community members that were identified during the 21 Partner Agency
interviews. Key Stakeholders, broadly speaking, are defined as communaty members with whom our
research team repeatedly heard mentioned/were directed lo for more mformation. Rey Stakeholders
represented a wide cross section of Lexington's community. Stakeholders represented the following
areas:

1. K-12 Edvcation and related services (after school programs, efc.)

2. Chluld Care

3. Legal Services

4. Transporiation

5. Menial Health Care (communily and inpatient services)

6. Non-Profit Organization Management and Operation (leaders from nonprofit organizations that
varied in size and scope of work)

7. Family Resource and Youth Service Centers

8.

Violence and Violence Prevention (including Domestic Violence, Vi tolence against Children)
9. Public Safety (Police, Fire, Emergency Depariment)

10. Crvic Leaders

11. Citizen Advocates

12. Religious Leaders and Faith Communifies

13, Homelessness

14. Health Care _

15. State Government: Department of Community Based Services

16. Local Government. LEUCG Social Service Providers and City Counctl
17. Polunieers

18. Recipients of Services

19. Affordable Housing (rental and ownership)

20. Neighborhood Organizations and Community Centers

21. Juvenile Justice and Youth Services

Fach Stakeholder interview was conducted as an in-depth face-to-face interview. Inferviewers had
a 19-question interview guide to use to shape each interview. Each interview lasted between 30
and 120 minutes, with the average interview lasting approximately one hour. Analysis of the
interview data provided the research team with an opportunity to further explore the clusters
identified by the initial partner agency interviews. Overall, 52 interviews were conducted 1n this
phase of the project. The team initially targeted 65 interviewees — thus an 80% response rate was
achieved. The team was very satisfied with this high response rate.

Basic Findings from these Key Stakeholder Interviews are presented on the following pages.
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KEY STAKEHOLDER FINDINGS

Key Stakeholders were asked 19 different questions related to the barrters they
perceived to be present related to social services and self sufficiency. Data was coded
and organized according to themes — using the themes generated from the initial
partner interviews and allowing for new themes to emerge. Answers from the seven
most pertinent questions are provided here.

CLIENTS SEEKING SERVICES. Stakeholders were asked to identify “changes in the clients seeking
services” within the agencies/organizations they represent and/or have knowledge of. Interviewers
were given the opportunity to probe — to ask “tell me more about that...” — allowing for a dialogue.
I'vom this discussion, the top seven themes are presented here:

An increase in limited English language proficiency clients (x13)

e =

An increase in request for services from the elderly (x11)

An increase in poverty and services requests from persons in poverty (x1 1)
An increase in younger clients (x8)

An increase in services related to substance abuse and addiction (x7)

An increase in those who are homeless/precariously housed (x6)

No o ®

An increase in services related to mental health needs (x5)

WAITLISTS FOR SERVICES. Stakeholders were asked to identify areas where waitlists for services
were increasing/problematic, Two areas rose to the top in this area:

1. Childcare assistance — including afterschool and summer care for school aged children (x10)
2. Housing/shelter (x7)

UNMET NEEDS. Stakeholders were asked to identify needs that their own organization could not
meet, even through referrals within the comuwnity. Six top needs were identified:

1. Mental Health (x15)

9. Medical {care, prescription assistance, in home care) (x13)
5. Housing assistance (x7)

4. Transportation (x6)

5. Legal Services (x5)

6. Employment (x5)

TOP FIVE BARRIERS T'0 SELF SUFFICIENCY. Stakeholders were asked to identify the top-five

barriers to self-sufficiency seen in day-to-day work. "The top nine barriers are presented here:

1. Unemployment/Underemployment (x29)
2. Transportation (x25)

3. Housing (affordable, safe, accessible} (x20)
4. Education (x18)
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Mental Health (x16)

Affordable Child Care, including after school and summer care {x13)
Medical Care {x12)

Substance abuse {x11)

©® @ =

Knowledge/access to services and ¢ase management (x11)

BARRIERS WITHIN TIIE COMMUNITY. Stakeholders were asked to think outside their own
WOT k/al ea of expertise and to identify the top five barriers to self-sufficiency within our
umty as a whole. The top eight are presented here:

A{'Tordable Housing (x22}

351

Employment/living wage (x21)
$. Transportation (x18)
4. THealth (x16)
5. Child Care (x13)
6. Education (x12)
7. Substance Abuse (x11}
8. Lack of coordinated services/knowledge of services (x10)

FACTORS PREVENTING ACCESS 10 SERVICES. Thinking about services available in the
community, stakeholders were asked to identify factors that prevented access to these services. These
tncluded: '

1. Lack of knowledge of services or application process (x24)
2. Lack of transportation (x16)
3. Language barriers (x7)

COMMUNITY ASSETS: Stakeholders were asked to identify our community’s greatest strengths, as
related to social services. The following were the top answers:

1. A broad base of service providers/programs available (x16)

2. LFUCG’s role in social service provision/administration (x15)
3. Our educational resources (K-12, Universities, etc.} (x14)

4. The quality of the individuals who work in service delivery (x11)
5. An ability to recognize problems and seek solutions (x9)

6. Collaboration/willingness to work together (x9)

TAKEN TOGETHER, data from these two initial surveys led to the creation of'a hist of 32 barriers
that were repeatedly mentioned by interviewees. These barriers were used in Phase {1 and can be
found in appendix 2.




PHASE III: SURVEY DATA AND USE OF EXISTING DATA AND MAPPING TOOLS

THE SURVEY: EXPANDING OUR SPHERE OF KNOWLEDGE

Because the Key Stakeholder Interviews and the Partner Agency Interviews were drawn from
convenience samples, the research tean wanted input from the entire population of social service
providers within the LIFUCG service area. In an effort to reach out to all those who could help us
better understand barriers to self sutficiency, Guide Star was used to select Non-profit social service
organizations in Lexington. '

Guide Star “gather[s] and disseminate[s]] information about every single IRS-registered nonprofit
organization. We provide as much information as we can about each nonprofit's mission, legitimacy,
impact, reputation, finances, programs, transparency, governance, and so much more.”
(www.guidestar.org). Using Guide Star, students searched for registered social service providers in
Fayette County used the following criteria to select organizations:

e  Address of the agency was in the LFUCG service area
o The National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) Code assigned by the IRS was a
HUMAN SERVICE PURPOSE: code

» There was revenue of over §1,000 reported.

143 organizations were identified, With further research, 53 of the organizations were removed from
list of recipients because they had moved out of Fayette County, were defunct, or reported that they
did not provide direct services. The 91 remaining organizations received initial letters from Mayor Jim
Gray and the research supervisors requesting their participation. They were then ernailed the survey
link, along with follow-up emails and phone calls requesting survey completion. Seventy-three of the
targeted organizations completed the survey, for a response rate of 80%. A list of agencies can be found
in Appendix 3.

While it is clear that poverty is often the basic underlying factor preventing some residents of Fayette
County from being self-sufficient, results from the interviews of LFUCG partner agencies and key
staleholders were analyzed to develop a list of 82 related factors that were seen as barriers to seli-
sufficiency for residents of Fayette County (these are shown in full in the survey instrument in

Appendix 2}.

40
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There were three basic questions respondents were asked about each barrier:

Do you agree or disagree that the listed barrier is a significant reason residents of
Fayette County seek services from government agencies or non-profit social service
organization? (The barriers were presented in random order Lo each reciprent o reduce bias
associated with presentation order. Each respondent was given the opportunity fo add up to 5
additional barriers to the list.)

Do you agree or disagree that LFUCG has a reasonable ability to take actions to reduce
the listed barrier for residents. { For this question each respondent was only shown the barriers
he or she had agreed were significant reasons residents seek services.)

What is the priority ranking you would believe each barrier should receive from officials
of LFUCG as they plan for social services over the next five years? (For the priority
rankings, each respondent was only shown a listing of the barriers he or she had agreed were
significant reasons residents seek services AND agreed that LEUCG has a reasonable ability fo
affect. The resulting barriers were again shown in random order for each respondent.)

Table 1 shows the five barriers to self-sufficiency which received the strongest average agreement
from survey respondents that they are important reasens that residents of Fayette County seek social
services. The high cost of childcare services received the strongest agreement.

Table 1: Agreement that the Barrier is a Significant Reason Residents Seek Services

Rank | Mean | Pariance | Standard
Deviation | Barrier
1 1.77 | 0.5 0.7t high cost of childcare services
2 1.87 0.8 0.90 fack of access to mental health services
3 1.88 0.9 0.95 a lack of safe, affordable housing
4 1.97 0.6 0.79 lack of marketable job skills
4 1.97 0.6 0.79 substance abuse on the part of the client or a family member

While it is important to understand the reasons residents of Fayette County secl services, when
allocating resources by local governuent, it is also important to consider what factors local
government can actually affect. Respondents were asked whether LFUCG has a reasonable ability to
take actions to reduce a particular barrier so affected residents have an improved ability to become or
rernain selfsufficient. The factors listed in the question were only those that respondents agreed are
significant barriers to self-sufficiency for residents of Fayette County.
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Table ¢ shows the Top 5 barriers that respondents gave strongest agreement to the question Do you
agree or disagree that the Lexington Fayetle Urban County Government has the reasonable ability to mitigate
the barrier o self-sufficiency from: (Sce Appendix 2 to see whole table of barriers)
Finally, respondents were asked about their recommended priotities for attention from LFUCG as it
plans social services. Respondents were asked what priority ranking they believe ndividual barriers
should receive from LFUCG officials in planning for human services over the next 5 years. The
barriers listed in the question were only those that respondents agreed are significant barriers and
agreed that LFUCG can take reasonable action to reduce the barrier.
Table 2: Agreement that LFUCG Caun Reasonably Reduce the Barrier for Residents
| Rank | Mean | Variance | Standard | Barrier
Deviation

1 1.52 | 0.38 0.62 public transportation routes that don't go where people need to

travel '
) 1.5 | G458 0.67 lack of safe, affordable housing
3 154 | 0587 0.75 financial exploitation (such as by landlords, employers, lenders,

service providers, caregivers, or others)
4 158 | 046 0.68 lack of coordinated human services case managerment
5 1.65 1037 0.61 prohibitive cost of public transportation

The priority ranking score indicates the priority for LEUCG attention respondents assigned to the
listed barrier to self-sufficiency. The higher the score, the higher the average priority assigned by all
survey respondents. The table indicates that a lack of safe, affordable housing, with an average priority
ranking scove of 76.2, was the barrier that respondents recommended should receive the greatest
attention in planning for future social services by LFUCG officials. With the relatively large 13-point
difference between the highest-priority ranking score for the barrier of “lack of sate, affordable
housing” and the second-highest score for “lack of access to mental health service,” it appears that
housing issues are a common thread among residents who seek services from non-profit social service
organizations in Fayette County. Table 8 provides results.
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Table 3: Barriers with the Highest Average Priority Ranking Scores
Rank | Barrier to Self-Sufficiency Priorily | Policy Area
Ranking
Score
1 Lack of safe, affordable housing 76.2 Housing
2 Lack of access to mental health services 685.6 Mental Health
3 Lack of aceess to information about available services 60.3 Info/Coordination
4 Lack of coordinated human services case management 54T [nfo/Coordination
5 Lack of marketable job skills 54.0 Education
6 Lack of a high school education 19.8 Education
7 Lack of available jobs 49.6 Economtc Development
I I*inancial exploitation (such as by landlords, employers, 149.1 Crime ]

lenders, service providers, caregivers, or others)
9 Lack of access to mental health services outside of weelday 44,9 Mental Health

hours
10 High cost of childcare services 44.8 Childcare

|11 Public transportation routes that don't go where people need | 44.8 Transportation

to travel '

12 Laclk of access to information about available jobs 43.9 Info/Coordination

{n addition to examining the priovity rankings for the individual barriers to self-sufficiency, the
barriers were grouped into the policy areas they represent. In terms of policy areas, respondents gave
high prierity for local government attention to housing, mental health services, education, and
information about, and coordination of, social services.

Respondents were asked about their capacity to access the resources necessary to deliver services to
clients. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they agree or disagree with the several statements
about their organization. Table 10 shows the results. Most respondents agreed that they have
adequate coordination with other human service providers and have good idea of non-LFUCG sources
of funding. Around half respondents agreed that their organizations have staff with the knowledge and
time to write grants and complete applications for funding. However, less than half respondents agreed
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that they have access to sufficient langnage services to meet the needs of their clients who have lmited

English skills. Less than a third of respondents agreed that their organizations have access to the
funds necessary to adequately deliver the services requested by residents of Fayeite County.

Table 4: Agreement with Statements about Organization Sexvice Capacity

Statements About Service Capacily Percent
Agree with
Statement
i My organization is generaily able to adequately coordinate our services to 68%
clients with other human service providers so that our clients receive the
services for which they are eligible.
2 Not counting LFUCG as a funding source, staff of my organization have a good | 64%
idea of sources of funding for the types of services we provide.
3 My organization has staff who have the knowledge and time to successfully 57%
complete applications for contracts and grants for the types of services we
provide,
4 My organization has access to sufficient Janguage services to adequately serve 40%
our clients who have limited English skills.
5 My organization generally has sufficient operating funds to deliver the services | 30%
requested by Fayette County residents.
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LEXINGTON, AS COMPARED TO BENCHMARK CITIES

The following sections addresses two additional research tasks related to social services in

Fayette County. Students from the University of Kentucky Martin School of Public Policy and
Administration were asked lo:

1. Explore the use of geographic information for social service planning;
2. Assess the availability and quality of data reported by pariner organizations and ifs usefulness
for planning purposes. '

Non-profit Social Service Organizations in Fayette County

We identified non-profit social services organizations in Lexington by using  GuideStar
(www.Guidestar.org). A non-profit organization was selected if its address listed in Lexington, its
latest reported revenue was greater than $1,000, and it had an associated human services purposé as
indicated by its National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) Code as assigned by the IRS.

Comparisons of Non-profit Sacial Service O?gmzizatfons

To offer some context for analysis of non-profit social service organizations in Lexington, data on -

similar organizations was obtained for comparable. Comparison cities were selected on the basis of

having similar population and similar per capita personal income to Lexington. Eleven comparison
cities were selected, as shown in Table 5 and Table 6. !

' Data source: U.S. Census Burcau, State and County QuickFacts.
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Table 5: Rank of Lexington in City Population

| Rank City Population
1 Tampa, FL 347,645
| 2 Aurora, CO $39,030
3 Corpus Christi, TX 312,195
4 Pittsburgh, PA 806,211
L 5 Lexington, KY 305,489
6 Cincinnati, OH 286,550
7 Saint Paul, MN 260,770
3 Greensboro, NC 277,080
2 Henderson, NV 265,679
10 Lincoln, NE 265,404
il Fort Wayne, IN 254,555
12 Chula Vista, CA 952,422
L.
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From the tables, Lexington is in the middle ameng comparison cities with around 500,000 populations.
Lexington is the second highest with $30,000 per capita personal income.




Table 6: Rank of Lexington in Per Capita Personal Income

Rank | City Per Capita Personal Income
1 Henderson, NV $35,155
2 fexington, KY $29,125
3 Tampa, FL $28,8G3
A (Greensboro, NC $95 884
5 Lincoln, NE $25,765
6 Pittsburgh, PA $25,619
7 Saint Paul, MN $25,576
8 Chula Vista, CA $25,419
9 Cincinnati, OH $24,509
10 Aurora, CO $24,257
11 Corpus Christi, TX $24,870
12 Fort Wayne, IN $23 300
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City Poverty is an important indicator that would be relevant to social service decisions. Population
below poverty and single headed households are two indicators of city poverty. The rank of Lexington
is shown in Table 7 and Table 8.2

2 Data source: U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American Community

Survey.

47




48

17

Table 7: Rank of Lexington in Percentage of Below Poverty

Raok | City Percentage of Below Poverty
I Henderson, NV 8.9%
2 Chula Vista, CA 8.7%
3 Lincoln, NE 15.5%
4 Fort Wayne, IN 16.3%
5 Aurora, CO 16.5%
6 Lexington, KY 17.9%
7 Greensboro, NC 18.4%
8 Corpus Christi, TX 18.5%
(S Tampa, FL 19.2%
10 Pittsburgh, PA 29 2%
11 Saint Paul, MN 22.5%
12 Cincinnati, OH 27.4%
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Table 8: Rank of Lexington in Single Headed Households

18

Rank City Single Headed
Households

Male householder, no | Female householder,

wife present, family no husband present,
family
1 Lincoln, NE 14.4% 4.1% 10.3%
9 Henderson, NV 15.7% 5.5% 10.4%
3 Lexington, RKY 16.5% 4.8% 12.2%
4 Pittsburgh, PA 18.8% 4.0% 14.8%
5 Fort Wayne, IN 19.0% 41% 14.9%
6 Saint Paul, MN 19.2% 5.1% 14.1%
7 Aurora, CO 20.6% 5.9% 14.7%
8 Greensboro, NC 20.7% 4.9% 15.8%
9 Tampa, FL 21.8% 4.8% 16.5%
10 Chula Vista, CA 22.2% 5.5% 16.7%
11 Cincinnati, OH 22.3% 379 18.6%
12 Corpus Christi, TX 23.2% 5.8% 17.4%

Lexington has about 18% of total population below poverty, which is in the middle. In Table 8,
Lexington is third lowest with 16% single headed households, including 4% male householder and 12%

female householder,

In order to analyze Lexington’s non-profit social service sector compared to other cities, data was
obtained from GuideStar that identified comparison cities’ non-profit social service organizations with
the same human service purpose (having the same NTEE codes) as the organizations identified in
Lexington. We obtained the total number of resulting non-profit organizations and their total revenue
for each of the comparison cities.?

® Data source: www.Guidestar.org.
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Table 9: Rank of Lexington in the Number of Non-profit Organizations

Rank | City Number of Non-profit Organizations
1 Cincinnati, OH 645
2 Pittsburgh, PA 577
3 Tampa, FL 410
4 Saint Paul, MN _351 :
5 Greenshoro, NC 270
6 Lexington, KY a 249
7 Linceln, NE 213
s Fort Wayme, IN 196
9 Aurora, CO 156
10 | Corpus Christi, TX 133
11 Hendersoﬁ, NV 53
12 Chula Vista, CA. 49

i9
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Table 10: Rank of Lexington in the Total Revenue of Non-profit Organizations

Rank City Total Revenue of Non-profit
Organizations
1 Pittsburgh, PA $1,308,860,852
2 Cincinnati, O $1,003,602,060
3 Tampa, FL $886,121,777
4 Lexington, RY $698,671,927
5 Greensboro, NC $568,590,337
G Saint Paul, MN $360,371,840
7 Fort Wayne, IN $320,646,431
8 Lincoln, NE - $246,759,153
9 Corpus Christi, TX $109,281,408
10 Aurora, CO $96,307,749
11 Chula Vista, CA $56,917,920
12 Henderson, NV 56,641,039

20

Based on these two categories of data, three indicators were examined to see the ranks of Lexington

among comparison cities,*

The first indicator was city population divided by the number of non-profit social service organizations

in the city. This indicator is meant to show the relative number of organizations relative to the number

of potential clients and potential donors.

* Data source: www.Guidestar.org; U.S. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011
American Community Survey.
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Chart 1: Rank of Lexington in Population per Non-profit Social Service Organization
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Chart 1 shows Lexington is in the middle for the number of non-profit organizations given the size of
its population.

The second indicator is the total revenue of non-profit social service organizations divided by city
population. Here again, the intent is to allow comparison of the resources available to the non-profit
social services sector while controlling for city population.
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Chart 2: Rank of Lexington in Per Capita Revenue of Non-profit Social Service Organizations
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From Chart 2, when controlling for the size of city populations, total revenue of Lexington non-profit

social service organizations is fourth highest among comparison cities.

The final indicator is total revenue of non-profit social service organizations divided by total personal
income in the city. This shows the financial resources of the sector in comparison to the overall size of

the economy in the city.
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Chart 3: The Percentage of the Revenue of Non-profit Organizations to Total Economy
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Chart 3 shows total revenue reported by Lexington's non-profit social service organizations accounts
for about 8% of the city's total personal income, which is fourth highest among comparison cities.

Talen together, this data provides context for looking at Lexington as compared to benchmark cities.
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MAPPING CUR COMMUNITY

Visual images provide a context for understanding the barriers and needs within the community. To
that end, Martin School students used available data and mapping tools to farther explore barriers to
self sufficiency in the LFUCG service area. Because of the size of the individual map files, these are not
presented in this report. Maps can be provided upon request.

1]
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APPENDIX 1: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
PARTNER AGENCIES AND KEY STAREHOLDERS

Initial Partner Agency Guiding Questions (FALL 2012)

Have you conducted a needs assessment related to your target poputation(s) in the past? !f so, can you

share that assessment with our feam? _

Have you participated in a needs assessment that was done by another group/organization/coalition’? (And

if s0, could we review that assessment?)

Do you foresee changes in the target population served by your progrars in the future? Please explain

{e.9. emerging trends, demographic shifts, economic demands that are changing the population you serve).

Related o emerging trends identified above (#3), do you think the needs of your target population are

changing/have changed? Explain. {Examples could include the need for bilingual case workers to meet

the needs of the growing immigrant population, etc.)

For this question, we're interested in information on each of your programs. Do you maintain a waiting list

for services?

a. lf so, how long is that fist? (both in terms of the number of people on the fist and the length of time they
generally remain con the list)

b. Do you tum clients away? Be as specific as possible.

Have you seen trends over time — e.g. have the number of clients on the list increased/decreased, is there

a seasonal shift, etc?

Thinking about referrals you make, where do you most often refer clients (list where and for what services).

Are there gaps in referral service - e.g. some type of service you'd like to refer clients for but it is

unavailable or has a long waiting list,, etc.? Please be as specific as possible.

What do you perceive to be the greatest needs of the target population served by your programs (list al

that apply, and rank these if possible}.

10) Who else in the greater Lexingten area is providing services related fo these needs? (List all

agencies/organizations providing services in each area identified in 8.

11) Thinking about access to funding, what barriers do you face refated to competition for grant funding

{including all funding — federal, foundation, lecal, etc.) Check all that apply:

We lack the capacity to write competitive proposals on & regular basis

Matching funds or in-kind donations can be prohibitive when puiting together grant applications
We routinely apply, but rarely receive funding

We don't know where to look

QOther (write in as many as are fisted)

We don't face any problems refated to funding

P80 oW

12) What do you consider fo be your agency’s greatest need at this time (e.g. physical needs such as space,

human capital needs stich as staff, financial needs, etc.} - please be as specific as possible?

13) What else do you want our student research team to know about your program?
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10.
11.

12.
13.
14,
15.
16.

17.
18.
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KEY STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWER QUESTIONS:

Can you tell me a little bit about your current work and the popufation(s) with whom you work?

Within your area of work, do you foresee — or have you seen —changes in the clients seeking services (8.9.
clients are younger or older, there are more clients, fewer, efc.)

Are there waifing lists for services provided by your organization? {ask for details)

Where do you most often refer clients - and for what needs are they referred there?

Are there needs that you'd like to make referrals for but find that there are not resources available? (For
example, you routinely want to refer clients for mental health screenings, yet there are not adequate
resources/organizations to refer to... ) - stafed otherwise — are there needs that your agency is unable to
help clients meet, even through referrals?

What are the top five bamiers to self sufficiency you see in your day to day work? Do some appear to be
larger barriers than others? Why?

Next, I'd like to ask you to think more broadly about the needs of residents in Fayette County.

Because you're working closely with other social service providers and often times provide overlapping
services and have similar needs, I'd like you to think more broadly about the needs within Fayette County
as a whole. What do you think are the barriers to self sufficiency faced by individuals and families within
our community? Can you rank these?

Which of these barriers, identified above, do you think are being effectively addressed and met?

Of those barriers that you identified in the last question as being effectively addressed in Fayette Co., what
factors are preventing people from accessing services? (If respondents struggle here - prompt - for
example, it might be that we have an abundance of heating assistance programs, but peaple don't know
where to gofthat they exist... ot it might be that while we have an abundance of affordable rental housing in
Lexington the location of available housing may detet persons from living there...)

Which of the barriers identified above (REREAD ANSEWRS FROM 9 AS NEEDED) do you find to be
inadequately addressed?

Are there barriers that are not even “on the radar screen” of social service providers? (Probing —these
could be emerging needs of specific groups, efc.).

Are there socic-cultural factors that prevent people from accessing basic social services in Fayette County?
Are there economic factors that prevent people from accessing basic social services in Fayeite County?
Are there populations that are difficult to serve due to rules or laws?

Are there services that are difficult to provide due to rules or laws?

What do you see as the areas in which we need the most improvement — in terms of the provision of social
services in our community?

What are Fayette County's greatest strengths in terms of the provision of social services in our community?
Is there anything else you'd like to share with the research team?
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26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31
32.

APPENDIX 2: ALL IDENTIFIED BARRIERS (not ranked/ordered)

a lack of safe, affordable housing;

prohibitive cost of public transportation;

public transportation routes that don't go where people need to travel;

public fransportation schedules that dom't cover the hours people need to travef;
high cost of childeare services;

lack of affordable chitdcare services outside of weekday hours;

fack of access to affordable physical heafth services;

fack of access to physical health care services outside of weekday hours;

lack of access to mental health services;

' lack of access ta mental health services outside of weekday hours;
. poor parenting skilfs;

. poor financial management skills;

. difficufty in following program rules or employer requirements;

. lack of a high school education; _

. substance abuse on the part of the client or a family member,;

. poor English skills;

. lack of available jobs;

. inability to get more hours in a part-time job;

. limited hourly earnings in a part-time job;

. fimited hourly earnings in a full-time job;

. fack of marketable job skills;

. lack of access fo information about available jobs;

. lack of access to infarmalion ahout available services;

. effects of violence or sexual assault by non family members;

. financial exploitation (such as by landlords, employers, lenders, seivice providers,

caregivers, or others)

racial disparity

lack of legal 1.8. resident status;

ex-offender status;

effects of family physical or sexual abuse;

expected reductions in government benefits because of eamed income,
activity limitations due to advanced age or disability;

lack of coordinated human services case management.
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APPENDIX 3: SURVEY RESPONDENTS

Survey Respondehts

Access to Justice Foundation

Arc of Central Kentucky

Ashland Terrace Retiremeni Home

AVOL {AIDS Volunteers, Inc.)

Baby Health Service

Barkham, Inc.

Birthright of Lexington

Blue Grass Farms Charities

Bluegrass Chapter of the American Red Cross
Bluegrass Domestic Violence Program, Inc
Bluegrass Rape Crisis Center

Bluegrass Technology Center for Pecple with Disabilities
Bluegrass.org

By His Spirit Ministries, inc,

Carnegie Center for Literacy and Learning
CASA of Lexington .
Catholic Charities of the Diocese of Lexington
Center for Family & Community Services
Ceniral Kentucky Housing and Homeless Initiative
Central Kentucky Radio Eye, Inc, dba Radio Eye
CHES Solutions Group

Children's Advocacy Center of the Bluegrass
Children's Healthcare Is a Legal Duty

Chrysalis House, Inc.

Community Action Council

Divine Providence, Inc dba Catholic Action Center
Employment Selutions

Faith Feeds of Kentucky, Inc.

Family Counseling Service

Florence Crittenton Home

FoodChain

Foundation for Affordable Housing, Inc.
FRIEDELL COMMITTEE

Gateway Resource Development Foundation, inc
God's Pantry Food Bank

Hope Center Recovery Program

Hope Springs Counseling Center

Hospice Of The Bluegrass

Housing Equality for All Lexington, Inc. (HEAL)
interfaith Counseling
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lubilee lobs of Lexington

Kentucky Equal Justice Center (and immigration law program at Maxwell Street Legal Clinic)
Kentucky Pink Connection, Inc¢

Kentucky Refugee Ministries

Kerrington's Heart

Lexington Cooperative Ministry Inc. DBA: The Legacy Home Ministry
Lexington Hakitat for Humanity

Lexington Rescue Missicn

liberty ridge senior living community

Maveable feast Lexington, Inc.

NAMI Lexington

National Prug Endangered Children Training and Advocacy Center, Inc.
MNueva Vida Iglesia

One Parent Scholar House

Opportunity for Work and Learning

Park Early Childhood Center

Partners for Youth Foundation, Inc.

Prevent Child Abuse Kentucky

Realtoer Community Housing Foundation

Repairers Lexington

Renald McDonald House Charities of the Bluegrass
Sayre Christian Village

Scott County Schools

Society of Saint Yincent DePaul

Sunflower Kids

Surgery On Sunday, Inc

The Broke Spoke Community Bike Shop

The Salvation Army

United Way of the Bluegrass

Urban League of Lexingion - Fayetie County

Voice For Humanity

YMCA of Central Kentucky
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